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produced a salutary effect, and for some time at least this
power was reduced within tolerable limits.

The other power, that of dispensing with the laws in
particular cases, was abundantly exercised in Elizabeth's
reign, especially in regard to Bomardsts, and also in respect
of commercial regulations. It is not only expressly recog-
nized by Sir T. Smith (p. 1*79) and Sir F. Bacon (p. in),
who might perhaps in this point be regarded as prejudiced
witnesses, but by ordinary members of Parliament, like Sir
G-. More (p. 113), and when used in moderation it never
seems to have been disputed. James however carried this
power to unheard of lengths. It was by m?ans of it that
he neutralized the action of the penal statutes, and his
declaration of indulgence in 1622 (p. 422) amounted to a
complete suspension of the law. The grave political results
to which this abuse gave rise have been already alluded to.
It was not checked until the Bill of Eights, and even then
the vague language of that document leaves its legal use
indefinite.

The opposition to James* exercise of these powers was
increased by the extravagant language in which the king
and his supporters magnified tho prerogative. Elizabeth,
with her statesmanlike instincts, shrank from pompous
definitions and sweeping generalities, but for James they
possessed an irresistible fascination. The political views
with which his writings and speeches abound, would, if
logically carried into practice, have extinguished parlia-
mentary legislation or reduced it to an empty form. In
his analysis of a 'free monarchy,' by which he meant
a monarchy free to do what it pleased, he used expressions
which can only be interpreted as implying absolute legis-
lative powers in the crown (p. 400). Dr Cowell could
scarcely improve upon his sovereign, even when ho roundly
asserted that the participation of the estates in tho making
of laws was a matter of grace and policy, and that the
execution of statutes was entirely at the king's discretion
(pp. 409, 410). The Commons could not openly resent